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Experiments  to  study  the 
effects  of  close-seed  and  close- 
row  plantings  on  peanut  yield 
were  conducted  by  experiment 
stations  in  Alabama,  Arkansas, 
Florida,  Georgia,  North  Caro- 
lina, South  Carolina,  and  Texas 
before  1951d  In  general,  the 
largest  yields  resulted  from  pea- 
nuts planted  thickly  in  narrow 
rows. 

In  1955,  Cannon^  of  North 
Carolina  described  and  illus- 
trated equipment  and  methods 
for  closely  spaced  peanut 
plantings.  His  study  showed 
that  runner-type  peanuts 
planted  in  36-inch  rows  out- 
yielded  those  planted  in  42-inch 
rows  by  about  28  percent,  and 
bunch-type  peanuts  planted  in 
24-inch  rows  outyielded  those 
planted  in  36-inch  rows  by  about 
37  percent.  In  1960,  Shear  and 
Miller^  of  Virginia  reported  that 

1 National  Fertilizer  Association. 
The  peanut,  the  unpredictable 
LEGUME.  Washington,  D.C.,  333  pp. 
1951. 

2 Cannon,  B.  M.  Engineering  as- 
pects OF  CLOSE-ROW  PEANUT  PRODUC- 
TION. N.C.  Agr.  Expt.  Sta.  Dept.  Agr. 
Engin.  Inf.  Cir.  11,  13  pp.  1955. 

2 Shear,  G.  M.  and  Miller,  L.  I. 
Influence  of  plant  spacing  of  the 

JUMBO  RUNNER  PEANUT  ON  FRUIT 
DEVELOPMENT,  YIELD,  AND  BORDER 
EFFECT.  Agron.  Jour.  52: 125-127.  1960. 


planting  Jumbo  Runner  peanuts 
in  variable  spacings,  as  close  as 
6 inches  between  plants,  re- 
sulted in  higher  yields  as  the 
space  between  plants  was  de- 
creased. In  1962,  Shepherd^  of 
Georgia  described  and  illus- 
trated a procedure  recom- 
mended for  growing  peanuts  in 
close  rows,  but  did  not  show 
yields  from  the  spacing  studies. 

In  preliminary  investigations 
by  the  Agronomy  Department  at 
the  Tidewater  Research  Station, 
Holland,  Va.  (1950-52),  bunch- 
and  runner-type  peanuts 
planted  in  uniformly  spaced  18- 
inch  rows  outyielded  those 
planted  in  36-inch  rows.  (Uni- 
form rows  with  36-inch  spacings 
are  the  “check,”  and  are  referred 
to  as  “conventional.”)  These 
and  later  studies  were  con- 
ducted by  the  Agronomy  Depart- 
ment on  relatively  small  plots, 
and  hand  labor  was  used  for 
both  production  and  harvesting 
operations. 

Preliminary  machinery  stud- 
ies on  closely  spaced  peanut 
plantings  at  Holland  were  be- 
gun in  1953  and  were  continued 


4 Shepherd,  J.  L.  New  develop- 
ments IN  PEANUT  PRODUCTION  EQUIP- 
MENT AND  PROCEDURES.  Proc.  2nd  Nat. 
Peanut  Res.  Conf.:  63-71.  1962. 
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throug’h  1956.  These  studies 
were  used  as  guidelines  for  the 
more  intensive  experiments  con- 
ducted from  1957  through  1959. 


The  results  of  the  work  per- 
formed in  1953-56  and  in  1957- 
59  are  presented  in  this 
publication. 


EXPERIMENTS,  1953-56 


Materials  and  Methods^ 

Preliminary  machinery  studies 
were  made  from  1953  to  1956  on 
various  close-row  plantings  of 
peanuts  that  could  be  pro- 
duced and  harvested  with  a 
minimum  of  change  in  current 
equipment  and  methods.  The 
effects  of  herbicides  used  with 
different  row  spacings  and  with 
different  planting  and  cultivat- 
ing equipment  were  also  studied. 
Both  bunch-  and  runner-type 
peanuts  were  used  in  these 
studies.  Seeds  were  planted  6 
inches  apart  in  each  row. 
Spacings  and  the  year  investi- 


gated were  as  follows: 

28-inch  spaced  rows 1953 

36-inch  spaced  rows 1954 

Three  18-inch  spaced  rows  on  a 
bed,  72  inches  between  bed 

centers 1954 

30-inch  spaced  rows 1955-56 

Three  15-inch  spaced  rows  on  a 
bed,  60  inches  between  bed 

centers 1955-56 

Four  10-inch  spaced  rows  on  a 
bed,  60  inches  between  bed 

centers 1955-56 

Four  rows  paired  on  a bed,  two 
outside  rows  30  inches  apart, 
two  inside  rows  14  inches 
apart;  60  inches  between  bed 
centers 1955-56 


Studies  evaluated  the  alka- 
nolamine  salt  of  4,6-dinitro-o- 
scc-butylphenol  (DNBP)  applied 
broadcast  in  24  gallons  of  water 
at  the  rate  of  9 pounds  per  acre 
of  active  ingredient.  Applica- 
tions were  made  within  2 days 
after  planting. 


^When  the  herbicides  and  insecticides 
mentioned  in  this  publication  are  used 
in  practice,  proper  precautions  should  be 
observed  to  protect  humans,  farm  ani- 
mals, and  wildlife  as  noted  on  the  label. 


Results 

Because  of  the  heavy  vine 
growth  in  the  uniformly  spaced 
28-inch  rows,  the  exact  loca- 
tions of  the  rows  were  hard  to 
find.  This  caused  digger  con- 
gestion and  resulting  peanut 
losses.  Planting  3 or  4 close 
rows  in  a bed  and  allowing  30  to 
36  inches  between  the  beds  for 
equipment  and  tractor  wheels 
was  an  effective  close-row  ar- 
rangement. Equipment  used  to 
plant  and  harvest  peanuts  in 
this  manner  required  only 
minor  changes,  and  the  beds 
could  be  readily  located  at  time 
of  digging. 

Bunch-  and  runner-type  pea- 
nuts when  flat  planted,  given  a 
pre-emergence  treatment  of 
herbicide  DNBP,  and  lightly 
cultivated,  outyielded  those 
planted  in  deep  furrows,  not 
treated  with  herbicide,  and 
with  heavy  dirting  cultivation 
to  control  weeds.  In  1954,  yield 
increases  under  the  two  different 
production  methods  were  as 
follows: 

(1)  With  the  bunch-type  pea- 
nuts and  conventional 
spacing— 23-percent  in- 
crease; with  close-row 
spacing  — 6-percent  in- 
crease. 

(2)  With  runner-type  peanuts 
and  conventional  spacing— 
18-percent  increase;  with 
close-row  spacing— 17-per- 
cent increase. 

DNBP  was  effective  for  early 
weed  control  in  peanut  produc- 
tion. If  cultivation  was  delayed 
for  30  days  or  more,  more  hoeing 
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labor  was  required  for  weed  con- 
trol than  was  required  in  un- 
treated plots  that  received 
normal  cultivation.  Where 
treated  areas  were  cultivated 
about  3 weeks  after  herbicide 
application,  less  hoeing  labor 
was  required  for  weed  control 
than  was  required  in  the  un- 
treated plots. 

Three  or  four  rows  were 
planted  on  a bed  by  mounting 
one  or  two  extra  planters  be- 
tween two  conventionally  spaced 
planters.  This  row  arrange- 


ment permitted  seeding  and  cul- 
tivating by  conventional  equip- 
ment. No  change  was  necessary 
in  tractor  wheel  treads  when 
alternating  between  peanuts 
planted  in  close  rows  and  other 
crops  planted  in  conventionally 
spaced  rows. 

An  improved  two-row  peanut 
digger  was  developed.  By  add- 
ing longer  digger  blades,  the 
same  equipment  could  be  used 
to  dig  either  two  uniformly 
spaced  rows  or  three  or  four 
closely  spaced  rows. 


EXPERIMENTS,  1957-59 


Materials  and  Methods 

The  variations  in  spacing  ex- 
periments before  1957  led  to  the 
design  and  execution  of  a uni- 
form 3-year  experiment  that 
involved  not  only  planting  in 
closer  rows  but  also  a variation 
in  seed  spacings  within  the  rows. 
Two  varieties  of  peanuts  and 
two  different  harvesting  methods 
were  used  in  these  later  experi- 
ments, which  were  conducted  in 
1957,  1958,  and  1959. 

Peanuts  were  planted  after  a 
winter  cover  of  rye  that  was 
turned  with  a moldboard  plow. 
After  turning,  the  soil  was 
disked  two  to  four  times  and 
spike  harrowed  to  level  the 
seedbed  before  planting.  The 
soil  was  limed  to  a pH  of  5.8  to 
6.0.  Gypsum  was  applied  as  a 
supplemental  source  of  calcium 
about  a month  after  planting  at 
the  rate  of  600  pounds  per  acre. 
Aldrin  at  2 pounds  active  ma- 
terial per  acre  was  used  for 
southern  corn  rootworm  control, 
and  sulfur  in  three  applications 
of  25  pounds  each  was  used  for 
Cercospora  sp.  leaf  spot  control 
with  5-percent  DDT  added  for 
leafhopper  control.  The  two 
varieties  of  peanuts  used 


were  Virginia  Bunch  46-2 
(bunch  type)  and  Virginia  56R 
(runner  type). 

Peanut  planters  were  cali- 
brated for  seed  spacings  in  the 
drill  of  6,  9,  and  12  inches. 
Stand  counts  were  made  in  1958 
and  1959  shortly  after  emergence. 
Two  plants  emerging  within  3 or 
4 inches  of  one  another  were 
counted  as  one  unit.  Because 
the  preliminary  studies  showed 
that  maximum  yields  came  from 
peanuts  flat  planted  and  treated 
with  DNBP,  this  procedure  was 
adopted  for  all  the  later  spacing 
studies. 

Four  replications  of  peanuts 
were  planted  in  a split-plot 
design.  The  main  plots  had  four 
beds,  and  each  bed  was  6 feet 
wide  X 100  feet  long.  The  two 
center  beds  were  harvested,  one 
by  the  combine  method  and  the 
other  by  the  stack  pole  method. 
Spacing  for  both  varieties  each 
of  the  3 years  was  as  follows: 

Test  No. 

2- 36-6  Two  uniformly  spaced  36-inch 

rows  with  6-inch  seed  spac- 
ing in  rows 

3- 18-6  Three  rows,  18  inches  apart,  on 

a bed  with  72  inches  between 
bed  centers;  6-inch  seed 
spacing  in  rows 
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3- 18-9  Three  rows,  18  inches  apart,  on 

a bed  with  72  inches  between 
bed  centers;  9-inch  seed 
spacing’  in  rows 

4- 12-6  Four  rows,  12  inches  apart,  on 

a bed  with  72  inches  between 
bed  centers;  6-inch  seed 
spacing’  in  rows 

4-12-12  Four  rows,  12  inches  apart,  on 
a bed  with  72  inches  between 
bed  centers;  12-inch  seed 
spacing  in  rows 

Tests  2-36-6,  3-18-9,  and  4-12- 
12  required  the  same  quantity  of 
seeds  for  planting.  A 12-inch- 
diameter  roller  trailed  the 
planter  to  level  the  bed  surface 
(figs.  1 and  2).  A 4-wheel  trac- 
tor with  the  same  front  and  rear 
wheel  treads  was  used  for 


planting,  cultivating,  and  dig- 
ging. This  wheel  arrangement 
permitted  the  tractor  to  straddle 
the  bed.  The  number  and  types 
of  cultivations  by  years  were  as 

Sweeps 

Row  spacing s 1957  1958 

36-inch  rows  (2)  5 5 

18-inch  rows  (3)  4 5 

12-inch  rows  (4)  4 5 


36-inch  rows  (2) 
18-inch  rows  (3) 
12-inch  rows  (4) 


Weeder  Sweeps 
1959 
1 5 

1 4 

1 4 


Figure  1.  — Equipment  for  flat  planting 
three  18-inch-spaced  peanut  rows  on 
a bed  with  72  inches  between  bed 
centers. 


Cultivation  within  the  bed  was 
necessary  to  control  weeds  and 
to  minimize  hoeing  labor. 
Small  sweeps  were  operated  be- 
tween the  12-  and  18-inch- 
spaced rows  until  the  plant 
growth  covered  the  ground  (fig. 
3).  Later  cultivations  were 
made  in  the  36-inch  space  be- 
tween the  beds.  Weeds  that 
were  not  destroyed  by  cultiva- 
tion or  by  herbicides  were  hoed 
out  by  hand. 


Figure  2.  — Equipment  for  flat  planting 
four  12-inch-spaced  peanut  rows  on 
a bed  with  72  inches  between  bed 
centers. 


Figure  3.  — Cultivation  of  four  12-inch- 
spaced peanut  rows. 
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Peanuts  in  the  experimental 
plots  were  dug  with  a conven- 
tional two-row  combination  dig- 
ger-shaker-windrower  equipped 
with  longer  than  usual  digger 
blades  (figs.  4 and  5).  Windrows 
were  shaken  about  2 days  after 
digging  and  combined  6 to  8 
days  after  digging.  Peanuts 
from  individual  plots  were 
bagged  when  combined  and  were 
artificially  cured  and  dried 
until  they  reached  a moisture 
content  of  8 to  10  percent  be- 
fore they  were  weighed  and 
graded.  The  conventional  har- 
vesting method  consisted  of 
stacking  and  using  a station- 
ary picker. 

Results 
Hoeing  Labor 

Man-hours  per  acre  required 
for  hoeing  peanuts  planted  with 
different  spacings  and  treated 
with  herbicides  were  recorded  in 
1958  and  1959  and  are  shown  in 
table  1.  With  the  bunch-type 
peanuts,  2-year  average  results 
showed  that  approximately  6 to 
8 hours  of  hoeing  labor  was  re- 
quired for  peanuts  planted  with 
either  conventional  or  close- 


row  spacings,  and  that  dif- 
ferences were  not  statistically 
significant.  With  the  runner- 
type  peanuts,  2-year  average 
results  showed  that  peanuts 
planted  with  conventional  row 
spacings  required  approximately 
half  as  much  hoeing  labor  as 
did  peanuts  planted  with 
close-row  spacings  — 5.6  and  11.3, 
respectively.  Hoeing  labor  re- 
quirements were  not  statistically 
significant  in  1958  but  were  sig- 
nificant in  1959. 

Yield 

Bunch  type.  — Yield  in  pounds 
per  acre  from  the  bunch-type 
peanuts  planted  in  close  rows  and 
analysis  of  the  data  are  shown  in 
table  2.  In  1957  and  1958, 
higher  yields  were  obtained  from 
peanuts  planted  with  close 
spacings  than  from  those  planted 
with  conventional  spacings;  and 
the  differences  were  significant 
at  the  0.01  probability  level  each 
year.  In  1959,  higher  yields 
were  obtained  from  peanuts 
planted  with  conventional 
spacings,  but  the  differences 
were  not  significant.  The  3- 


FigurE  4.  — Improved  peanut  digger 
with  soil  separator,  conveyor,  and 
windrowing  attachment.  Digger  has 
short  blades  for  harvesting  2 conven- 
tionally spaced  rows. 


Figure  5.  — Same  digger  as  shown  in 
figure  4,  but  with  longer  digger 
blades  attached  for  harvesting  3 or  4 
closely  spaced  peanut  rows. 
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Table  1.  — Hoeing  labor  requirements  in  man-hours  per  acre  for 
peanuts  planted  with  close-row  spacings  at  Holland,  Va. 


Row  spacings 

Bunch  type 

Runner  type 

1958 

1959 

Average 

1958 

1959  ' 

Average 

2-36-6  (check) 

8.0 

5.4 

6.7 

4.9 

6.4  a 

5.6 

3-18-6 

5.9 

6.8 

6.3 

11.0 

8.2  ab 

9.6 

3-18-9 

6.5 

6.9 

6.7 

12.2 

8.9  abc 

10.5 

4-12-6 

6.5 

7.8 

7.1 

14.8 

11.9  be 

13.3 

4-12-12 

6.5 

11.0 

8.7 

12.4 

11.4  c 

11.9 

Average 

6.6 

7.5 

11.0 

9.3 

'Means  followed  by  “a”  are  significantly  different  from  those  not  having  “a”; 
those  followed  by  “b”  are  significantly  different  from  those  not  having  “b”,  etc., 
at  the  0.05-percent  level. 


year  average  of  peanuts  har- 
vested by  the  two  methods 
showed  that  peanuts  planted 
with  close  spacings  outyielded 
peanuts  planted  with  conven- 
tional spacings  by  about  4.5 
percent.  Peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacings  yielded  an 
average  of  3,065  pounds  per 
acre.  Those  planted  with  close 
spacings  yielded  an  average  of 
3,211  pounds  per  acre. 

Yields  were  about  equal  from 
each  of  the  close-row-planted 
peanuts.  Three  rows  of  pea- 
nuts planted  with  18-inch  spac- 
ings and  with  9-inch  drill  spac- 
ings gave  about  the  same  yield 
as  3 rows  planted  with  18-inch 
spacings  and  with  6-inch  drill 
spacings.  Four  rows  of  peanuts 
planted  with  12-inch  spacings 
and  6-inch  drill  spacings  out- 
yielded  4 rows  of  peanuts  planted 
with  12-inch  spacings  and  12- 
inch  drill  spacings  by  1.5  per- 
cent. The  3 rows  of  peanuts 
planted  with  18-inch  spacings 
gave  about  the  same  yield  as 
did  the  4 rows  with  12-inch 
spacings. 

For  the  3-year  summary, 
there  was  no  significant  differ- 
ence between  yields  of  peanuts 


planted  with  different  row  spac- 
ings. Three-year  average  re- 
sults showed  that  peanuts  com- 
bined from  the  windrow  yielded 
slightly  more  than  those  har- 
vested by  the  stack  method,  and 
these  yields  were  highly  signifi- 
cant. Peanuts  harvested  by  the 
combine  yielded  3,241  pounds 
per  acre,  whereas  those  har- 
vested by  stacking  and  picking 
with  a stationary  picker  yielded 
3,122  pounds  per  acre. 

Runner  type. — Yield  in 
pounds  per  acre  from  runner- 
type  peanuts  planted  with  close- 
row  spacings  and  data  analysis 
are  shown  in  table  3.  In  1957, 
yields  from  peanuts  planted  in 
close  rows  were  higher  than 
yields  from  those  planted  con- 
ventionally. Yields  were  about 
the  same  in  1958  but  were  lower 
in  1959.  The  3-year  average  of 
peanuts  harvested  by  the  two 
methods  showed  that  peanuts 
planted  with  close  spacings 
yielded  less  than  those  planted 
with  conventional  spacings. 
Peanuts  planted  with  conven- 
tional spacings  averaged  2,946 
pounds  per  acre,  and  those 
planted  with  closer  spacings 
yielded  an  average  of  2,918 
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Table  2.  — Yield  per  acre  of  Virginia  Bunch  1^6-2  peanuts  planted  with  close-row  spacings  and  har- 
vested by  stacking  and  combining,  Holland,  Va.,  1957-59 
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Table  Z.  — Yield  per  acre  of  Virginia  56R  runner-type  peanuts  planted  with  close-row  spacings  and 

harvested  by  stacking  and  combining,  Holland,  Va.,  1957-59 
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pounds  per  acre.  Four  12-inch- 
spaced rows  of  peanuts  with  12- 
inch  drill  spacings  were  the  only 
close-row-spaced  peanuts  that 
yielded  slightly  more  than  those 
conventionally  planted.  Yields 
from  peanuts  planted  with  dif- 
ferent close-row  spacings  were 
about  the  same.  For  example, 
yields  from  peanuts  planted  in 
three  18-inch  rows  with  9-inch 
drill  spacings  were  about  equal 
to  yields  from  peanuts  planted 
in  three  18-inch  rows  with  6-inch 
drill  spacings.  Yields  from  pea- 
nuts planted  in  four  12-inch 
rows,  with  12-inch  drill  spacings, 
were  about  100  pounds  per  acre 
more  than  yields  from  peanuts 
planted  in  four  12-inch  rows 
with  6-inch  drill  spacings. 
Yields  from  peanuts  planted  in 
three  18-inch  rows  were  about 
equal  to  those  from  peanuts 
planted  in  the  12-inch  rows  — 
the  difference  was  only  2 pounds 
per  acre. 

The  3-year  average  results 
showed  that  peanuts  harvested 
by  combining  yielded  slightly 
more  than  those  harvested  by 
stacking— 2,972  and  2,875  pounds 
per  acre,  respectively,  or  a dif- 
ference of  97  pounds  per  acre. 
The  3-year  summary  analysis 
showed  no  significant  difference 
in  yield  of  peanuts  caused  by 
different  row  spacings.  How- 
ever, the  analysis  showed  that 
the  harvesting  method  was  sig- 
nificant for  runner  peanuts, 
with  the  higher  yields  coming 
from  peanuts  harvested  by 
combining. 


Grades 

Bunch  — Grades  of  bunch- 
type  peanuts  grown  in  the  close- 
row  spacing  tests  are  shown  in 
table  4. 

Grades  of  peanuts  planted 
with  conventional  spacings  and 


harvested  by  both  methods  were 
compared  with  grades  of  pea- 
nuts planted  with  close  spacings. 
The  3-year  averages  were  as 
follows: 

Fancy  pods,  78.8  and  78.5 
percent,  respectively 
Extra  large  kernels,  40.9  and 
38.2  percent,  respectively 
Sound,  mature  kernels,  64.9 
and  64.4  percent,  respec- 
tively 

The  3-year  summary  analysis 
revealed  no  significant  difer- 
ence  in  grade  between  fancy 
pods  and  sound,  mature  kernels 
caused  by  the  differences  in 
space  plantings.  However,  for 
the  extra  large  kernels,  there 
was  a significant  difference  due 
to  the  difference  in  space  plant- 
ings. The  highest  yield  of  extra 
large  kernels  came  from  pea- 
nuts planted  with  conventional 
spacings. 

Runner  Grades  of  run- 

ner-type peanuts  grown  in  the 
close-row  spacing*  tests  are  shown 
in  table  5. 

Grades  of  peanuts  planted 
with  conventional  spacings  and 
harvested  by  both  methods  were 
compared  with  grades  of  pea- 
nuts planted  with  close  spacings. 
The  3-year  averages  were  as 
follows: 

Fancy  pods,  73.0  and  74.2 
percent,  respectively 
Extra  large  kernels,  32.8 
and  34.3  percent, 
respectively 

Sound,  mature  kernels, 
64.8  and  66.3  percent, 
respectively 

The  3-year  summary  analysis 
of  grade  revealed  that  there 
was  no  significant  difference 
in  grade  between  peanuts 
graded  as  fancy  pods,  extra 
large  kernels,  and  sound,  ma- 
ture kernels  caused  by  dif- 
ferences in  space  plantings. 
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Table  4:.  — Peanut  grades  of  Virginia  Bunch  U6-2  variety,  grown  and  harvested  by  two  methods  at 

Holland,  Va.,  1957-59 
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Discussion 

Stands 

Virginia  Bunch  U6-2  variety.— 
Emergence  of  Virginia  Bunch 
46-2  variety  of  peanuts  was  de- 
termined in  1958  and  in  1959. 
In  1958,  peanuts  planted  with  6- 
inch  spacings  emerged  an 
average  of  8.7  inches  apart; 

those  planted  with  9-inch 
spacings,  11.4  inches  apart; 
and  those  planted  with  12-inch 
spacings,  15.3  inches  apart. 
In  1959,  peanuts  planted  with 
6-inch  spacings  emerged  an 
average  of  7.8  inches  apart; 

those  planted  with  9-inch 
spacings,  11.1  inches  apart; 
and  those  planted  with  12-inch 
spacings,  13.9  inches  apart. 

Virginia  56R  runner  variety.  — 
Emergence  of  Virginia  56R 

runner  variety  of  peanuts  was 
determined  in  1958  and  in  1959. 
In  1958,  peanuts  planted  with 
6-inch  spacings  emerged  an 
average  of  9.2  inches  apart; 

those  planted  with  9-inch  spac- 
ings, 13.8  inches  apart;  and 
those  planted  with  12-inch  spac- 
ings, 15  inches  apart.  In  1959, 
peanuts  planted  with  6-inch 
spacings  emerged  an  average  of 
6.3  inches  apart;  those  planted 
with  9-inch  spacings,  9 inches 
apart;  and  those  planted  with 
12-inch  spacings,  11.8  inches 
apart. 

Planting  and  Cultivating 

Three  or  four  closely  spaced 
rows  of  peanuts  may  be  planted 
and  cultivated  at  about  the 
same  speed  and  convenience  as 
two  conventionally  spaced  rows. 
In  1959,  peanuts  of  both  varie- 
ties planted  with  conven- 
tional row  spacings  were  culti- 
vated one  more  time  than  were 
those  planted  in  close  rows. 
On  this  occasion,  immediately 


after  the  conventional  row 
spacings  ‘had  been  cultivated, 
rain  prevented  cultivation  of 
the  closely  spaced  rows.  The 
runner-type  peanuts  required 
more  hoeing  labor  than  did  the 
bunch  type,  although  each  was 
planted  and  cultivated  alike  and 
on  the  same  days  in  the  same 
field.  The  area  planted  in  run- 
ners may  have  had  more  weeds. 
Use  of  a herbicide,  plus  frequent 
close  cultivations,  gave  rela- 
tively good  weed  control.  For 
maximum  yields  and  minimum 
cultivation  and  hoeing  labor,  use 
of  an  effective  herbicide  is  con- 
sidered essential,  particularly 
with  close-row  plantings. 


Yields 

The  3-year  average  yield  from 
the  bunch-type  peanuts  planted 
in  close  rows  showed  an  in- 
crease of  only  146  pounds  per 
acre  over  peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacing.  This 
slight  increase  may  have  been 
caused  by  the  low  rainfall  in 
1959.  Rainfall  in  August  and 
September  1959  was  7.28  inches 
less  than  normal  for  those 
months,  and  yields  of  peanuts 
planted  with  conventional 
spacings  surpassed  yields  of 
peanuts  planted  in  close  rows 
that  year.  This  was  a reversal 
from  yield  figures  for  1957  and 
1958. 

Yields  from  peanuts  planted 
with  conventional  spacings  in 
1957  and  1958  were  345  pounds 
per  acre  less  than  yields  from 
those  planted  in  the  3-row  com- 
bination and  354  pounds  per  acre 
less  than  yields  from  peanuts 
planted  in  the  4-row  combina- 
tion. Average  yields  from  all 
peanuts  planted  with  close-row 
spacings  were  greater  than 
those  from  peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacings  by  349 
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pounds  per  acre.  Thus,  the  2- 
year  average  results  showed  a 
yield  increase  of  about  11  per- 
cent for  peanuts  planted  in  close 
rows,  but  only  a 4-  to  5-percent 
increase  for  the  3-year  average. 

The  3-year  average  yield  from 
the  runner-type  peanuts  planted 
in  close  rows  was  less  than  that 
from  peanuts  planted  with  con- 
ventional spacings,  with  one  ex- 
ception. Peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacings  had 
higher  yields  in  1959,  probably 
because  of  the  dry  season.  The 
2-year  average  yield  for  1957-58 
showed  that  peanuts  planted  in 
the  3-row  combination  out- 
yielded  those  planted  with  con- 
ventional spacings  by  110  pounds 
per  acre;  and  those  planted  in 
the  4-row  combination  out- 
yielded  those  planted  with  con- 
ventional spacings  by  138 
pounds  per  acre.  Average 
yields  from  all  peanuts  planted 
with  close-row  spacings  were 
greater  than  those  from  peanuts 
planted  with  conventional  spac- 
ings by  124  pounds  per  acre. 

The  results  of  these  tests  indi- 
cate that  peanuts  planted  with 
close-row  spacings  will,  under 
normal  weather  conditions,  out- 
yield  peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacings.  In  a dry 
year,  however,  results  indicate 
that  higher  yields  may  come 
from  peanuts  planted  with  con- 
ventional spacings.  Eastern 
Virginia  does  not  often  have 
droughts;  and,  generally,  pea- 
nuts planted  with  close-row 
spacings  would  probably  yield 
more  than  peanuts  planted  with 
conventional  spacings. 

The  same  quantity  of  seed  per 
acre  was  required  for  planting 
two  of  the  close-row  spacings  (3 
rows,  18  inches  apart,  with  9- 
inch  spacings  and  4 rows,  12 
inches  apart,  with  12-inch  spac- 
ings) as  was  required  for  plant- 
ing peanuts  with  conventional 


spacings.  The  data  indicate 
that  bunch-type  peanuts  planted 
in  3 rows,  18  inches  apart,  with  9- 
inch  drill  spacings,  would  give 
the  highest  net  yield  of  any 
close-row  combination  tested. 

This  spacing  would  not  re- 
quire additional  seed,  and  only 
one  additional  planter  would  be 
needed.  Three  rows  could  be 
more  conveniently  planted  and 
cultivated  than  four  rows  and 
would  probably  require  less 
hoeing  labor. 

Harvesting 

A bed  of  peanuts  planted  in 
closely  spaced  rows  may  be  dug 
as  easily  as  peanuts  planted  in 
two  conventionally  spaced  rows. 
However,  peanuts  in  the  close 
rows  do  not  windrow  as  easily  or 
uniformly  and  with  as  many  of 
the  vines  inverted,  as  do  peanuts 
planted  in  conventionally  spaced 
rows.  If  the  crop  is  to  be 
stacked,  additional  labor  is  re- 
quired to  separate  tangled 
vines;  and  some  peanut  losses 
will  result.  Yields  were  slightly 
higher  from  combining  than 
from  stacking.  Combines  are 
believed  to  be  more  efficient 
than  are  stationary  pickers. 

Summary 

Experiments  conducted  in 
1957-59  with  peanuts  flat 
planted  with  conventional  and 
close-row  spacings  and  treated 
with  a herbicide  showed  that, 
with  bunch-type  peanuts,  hoe- 
ing labor  requirements  for  weed 
control  were  about  equal  re- 
gardless of  row  spacing.  The 
runner  type  planted  in  closely 
spaced  rows  required  more  hoe- 
ing labor  than  those  planted  in 
conventionally  spaced  rows. 

In  2 of  the  3 years  (1957  and 
1958),  both  bunch-  and  runner- 
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type  peanuts  planted  in  close 
rows,6utyielded  those  planted  in 
conventional  rows  by  349  and  124 
pourj(Js  per  acre,  respectively. 
The 'S-year  average  yield  of  the 
buryh-type  planted  in  close  rows 
shoWd  an  increase  of  146 
pounds  per  acre  over  those 
_ nllfnted  with  conventional  spac- 
^^gs,  whereas  the  runner-type 
planted  in  close  rows  showed  no 
increase  in  yields.  The  3-year 
results  were  not  significant  due 
to  any  of  the  spacing  treatments 
vwith  either  type.  However,  the 
bunch  type  responded  signifi- 
cantly  in  favor  of  close-row 
planting  in  2 of  the  3 years. 


The  bunch-type  peanuts 
planted  in  conventionally  spaced 
rows  produced  more  extra  large 
kernel  peanuts  than  did  those 
planted  in  close  rows. 

Closely  spaced  peanut  rows 
were  effectively  planted  and  cul- 
tivated with  conventional  farm 
equipment.  A peanut  digger 
equipped  with  a power-operated 
conveyor  and  soil  separators  was 
developed  for  digging,  shaking, 
and  windrowing  conventionally 
spaced  peanut  rows.  By  mount- 
ing longer  digger  blades,  the 
same  equipment  was  used  for 
digging  either  three  or  four 
closely  spaced  peanut  rows. 
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